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The follow-up 2006 book edited by Robert J. Sternberg and Karin Weis includes some brand new chapters as well as some chapters by the authors who contributed to the original volume containing new material or significant modifications to their 1998 work. It contains six papers grouped into a section on "Biological Theories", a part on "Taxonomies of Love" with six more studies, a single-paper part on "Implicit Theories of Love" and lastly three papers contained within "Cultural Theories of Love".
The first problem that every author in this area must come to terms with is how to define or conceptualize love. Throughout its history the science of psychology has demonstrated a tendency to focus its attention on whatever was observable and measurable, and avoid ambiguous or elusive terms with multiple meanings. And as Ellen Berscheid suggested in her essay "Searching for the Meaning of 'Love'", the word love is used in an almost infinite variety of contexts and hence it has an almost infinite variety of meanings (she gives as an example the phrases "I love you" and "I love ice cream"). It is thus a great challenge to extract meaningful definitions in this swamp of meanings.
For example Margaret S. Clark and Joan K. Monin in their paper "Giving and Receiving Communal Responsiveness as Love" conceptualize love in relatively simple terms as "communal responsiveness in relationships, both as it is felt and enacted toward a partner and as a partner feels and enacts it toward the self" (italics by the original authors; p. 200). They consider trust to be an important catalyst in this process.A more elaborate conceptualization could be found in a paper by Phillip R. Shaver and Mario Mikulincer titled "A Behavioral Systems Approach to Romantic Love Relationships: Attachment, Caregiving, and Sex" that conceptualizes romantic love in terms of the three behavioral systems of attachment, caregiving and sex. Similar definitions containing three or four components or dimensions tend to occur in other texts-such as Helen Fisher's lust, attraction and attachment or Ellen Berscheid's attachment love, compassionate love (similar to altruistic love, Lee's agape or Maslow's B-love), companionate love/liking and romantic love. Let us stop to consider the last model: as early as in the 1970s Ellen Berscheid and Elaine Hatfield (then Elaine Walster) identified passionate attraction that gradually grows into companionate love.This transformation process (or its failure) may be the cause of relationships breaking up in the early stages once the romantic element "wears off" and the couple (or one of the couple) fails to make the transition. This is disputed by Clyde Hendrick and Susan B. Hendrick in their essay on "Styles of Romantic Love"-the authors argue that young people often refer to their partners as best friends so we cannot automatically assume that there is an association between young couples and passionate love, and mature couples and companionate love.
Some of the aforementioned taxonomies are based on empirical evidence suggesting different neurobiological processes for sexual desire (mediated by gonadal estrogens and androgens) and romantic love (mediated by reward systems such as endogenous opioids, catecholamines and neuropeptides such as oxytocin). This is supported by empirical evidence that romantic love may not necessarily be preceded by or accompanied by sexual desire. Helen Fisher goes into even more detail: in her model sex drive is mediated by testosterone, romantic love is mediated by norepinephrine and serotonin, and attachment is regulated by oxytocin and vasopressin.
One of the classical taxonomies-Robert Sternberg's triangular theory of love-lists three basic elements intimacy, passion and decision/commitment that form the vertices of a triangle. The triangular metaphor allows for the mutual interaction of these factors-such as increased intimacy may lead to increased passion or commitment. Placing different emphasis on these elements defines the type of relationship-in Sternberg's terms referred to as Liking, Infatuation, Empty Love, Romantic Love, Companionate Love, Fatuous Love and Consummate Love. This theory has been around for some time and the author even constructed the Sternberg Triangular Love Scale instrument (Sternberg, 1997) to add some validity to the scheme. The New Psychology of Love includes Sternberg's text "A Duplex Theory of Love" where he presents the unique marriage of his triangular theory with the Subtheory of Love as a Story. In a way that is quite unique (given Sternberg's cognitivist focus) he proposes a narrative component to his theory. The author proposes a list of defining narratives of love that serve as prototypical conceptions of meaning. The narratives proposed are as follows: Addiction, Art, Business, Collection, Cookbook, Fantasy, Game, Gardening, Government, History, Horror, House and Home, Humor, Mystery, Police, Pornography, Recovery, Religion, Sacrifice, Science, Science Fiction, Sewing, Theater, Travel, War, and Student-Teacher. For example the story of Addiction in a couple's relationship may demonstrate elements of clinging and a co-dependent relationship; the Collection narrative sees a partner as fitting into some overall scheme; a Cookbook suggest that following a succession of recipe-like steps guarantees a successful relationship, Gardening requires the partners to take care of their relationship as if it were a tender flower, etc. Some stories may be explicitly meant as stories of love; some may include the love narrative interwoven within the context of a broader narrative.
Although this sub-theory is presented as a taxonomy (which may immediately set alarm bells ringing: are we are dealing with yet another repertoire of static categories that have often done more harm than good in psychology?), Sternberg suggests the list does not have to be complete. Moreover he suggests that none of these narratives may be automatically associated with a happy and satisfactory relationship. The important point, however, is that it is couples whose narratives are complementary (not necessarily matching!) who are the ones who tend to report satisfaction with their relationships.
Overall this theory is a promising attempt to liberate love from the reproductive emphasis that is felt very strongly in many approaches based on biological concepts. Choosing one's partner may thus not just be seen along the lines of some down-to-earth evolutionary logic promoting fertility, reproduction or commitment (outlined in the chapter "The Evolution of Love" by David M. Buss or "A Biobehavioral Model of Attachment and Bonding" by James E. Leckman, Sarah B. Hrdy, Eric B. Keverne and C. Sue Carter) but rather as an implementation-or even extension-of certain broader narratives in our lives (or lifestyles, in Adlerian terms).
The original Psychology of Love contained a paper by John Alan Lee suggesting the often cited typology of six individual styles (or "ideologies") of love-Eros, Ludus, Storge, Mania, Agape and Pragma. The current volume presents an instrument devised by Clyde Hendrick and Susan S. Hendrick based on this approach called Love Attitudes Scale (LAS) . The authors favor this typology because it presents a wide scale of definitions of love, and they claim that it conceptualizes love similar to the way common sense does. On the other hand we may still inquire why authors tend to view those categories in a rather static manner and not as processes. Letting some dynamics into the system could have shed more light on the dynamics in relationships.
Although not mentioned in the volume one very promising way of looking at romantic relationships would be to use the approach of relationship disintegration models (or in other words, theories of break-up dynamics). For example when we take the model proposed by Steve W. Duck (2007, p. 98) work backwards (similar to the process called reverse engineering), we may speculate that the integral core of any relationship could be the degree of self-identification with how this relationship serves as a solution to certain life tasks; does it bring more interpersonal or intrapersonal benefits than other (potential) relationships? We may use Duck's model to propose that a certain degree of weighing up investments made in the relationship and the benefits gained from the relationship (while this weighing up does not have to be done on the explicit level) may be fundamentally present in any dyadic dynamics. Secondly, when considering a potential break-up with one's partner, one may factor in the volume of transaction costs involved in breaking up (the need to involve the broader social group and to explain the break-up; the need to recruit allies; to plan one's future life, etc.), which may discourage partners from actively seeking disintegration. This may be the very reason why many relationships tend to progress into some form of pragmatic companionship. Thirdly, what seem to play a role in break-ups are social roles and (sub)cultural traditions which may stigmatize one of the partners (the one who initiated the break-up; or the woman who may be expected to be more responsible for bonding)-or on the other hand, promote break-ups as a sign of positive emancipation.
These social norms and cultural differences may play a significant role in the way relationships are formed and maintained. In his paper "A Dynamical Evolutionary View of Love" Douglas T. Kenrick suggests that social norms play a vital role in how people assess relationships: men tend to become less committed to their steady partner if they are exposed to available and attractive women; on the other hand, exposure to attractive male partners does not compromise the commitment of women. Women, however, tend to become less committed to their stable partners when exposed to other successful men. This may be seen as an extension of traditional gender stereotypes that play a role in the dynamics of relationships. This essay highlights the importance of bidirectional interactions and places love in a much more dynamic context than do some of the other approaches in the volume.
Some other chapters in the volume-e.g. the Sternberg mentioned above or Beverly Fehr's "A Prototype Approach to Studying Love"-place emphasis on discovering implicit theories or narratives of love. This could be a very interesting field for more qualitative research-and possibly an opportunity to conduct a content analysis of how love is portrayed in classical literature or modern pop culture.
The cross-cultural point of view is dealt with in three papers by David P. Schmitt ("Evolutionary and Cross-Cultural Perspectives on Love: The Influence on Gender, Personality, and Local Ecology on Emotional Investment in Romantic Relationships"), Debra Lieberman and Elaine Hatfield ("Passionate Love: Cross-Cultural and Evolutionary Perspectives") and Karen K. Dion with Kenneth L. Dion ("Individualism, Collectivism, and the Psychology of Love"). The former author for example refers to the level of emotional investment that varies with different cultures and strongly correlates with Big 5 dimensions of extroversion and agreeableness. These chapters challenge the traditional notion of the universality of love (at least as far as its romantic component is concerned).
As for the ontogenetic point of view, Helen Fisher in her paper "The Drive to Love: The Neural Mechanism for Mate Selection" obtained no statistically significant results on how people under the age of 25 and over the age of 45 talk about love. No differences were found regarding gender, sexual orientation or ethnicity. Yet she still claims-as do many other authors in the volume-that there is a transformation that occurs with love. She argues that romantic love is "metabolically expensive" and therefore only lasts from twelve to eighteen months. She reasons that the relevant brain system forces us to concentrate our energies on courting the chosen individual and mating only up until conception; then the passionate romance has to give way to a calmer period so that the offspring can be taken care of.
Overall the volume omits what could be considered a very important point of view. The entire book seems to be written from the point of view of heterosexual relationships. Including studies on non-heterosexual lifestyles and the way love is perceived for instance by LGBT couples could provide important insights into how love is viewed in an era when reproduction and caring for offspring does not necessarily have to be the main reason for pair bonding.
To conclude, the volume edited by Sternberg and Weis is a remarkable piece of work demonstrating a diversity of approaches to love in psychology. The subject, however, becomes even more intriguing when one looks at how the concept of love is viewed in other areas of social science-sociology, philosophy, etc. A psychologist is often surprised by the wide array of concepts and constructs associated with love in other areas. Moreover, some philosophical texts have the courage to explore the very topic of dynamics and movement in relation to love-which is something that psychology seems to be very hesitant to embrace and explore. Let us, however, return to the volume. One of the editors regrets that an allencompassing theory of love capable of explaining all the phenomena in question is nowhere in sight. We may, however, argue that the very strength of the present volume is exactly this: a celebration of the diversity of meanings found in love and around love.
The New Psychology of Love is a great prequel to the more recent volume Why Him? Why Her? by Helen Fisher 2 . In this book the author is much more specific and suggests an approach to studying love that is very practical. The author presents her original taxonomy of personality, which she believes is strongly related to how people fall in love. Her concept is based on the presumed relationship between personality traits and certain neurotransmitting mechanisms. For instance some personality traits are thought to be associated with specific genes in the dopamine system (the propensity to seek novelty, risk-taking, spontaneity, energy, curiosity, creativity, optimism, enthusiasm, mental flexibility); Fisher refers to the group that displays these traits as Explorers. Then there are individuals "who inherited particular genes in the serotonin system [and who] tend to be calm, social, cautious but not fearful, persistent, loyal, fond of rules and facts, and order"; these people who are fond of conventions and traditions are referred to as Builders based on their social networking skills. The third type is testosterone-related Directors (direct, decisive, focused, analytical, logical, tough-minded, exacting, emotionally contained and good at strategic thinking, bold and competitive). The fourth and final group is the estrogen-related (although genderindependent) Negotiators who are imaginative, verbal, excelling at executive social skills, intuitive, sympathetic, nurturing mentally flexible, agreeable, idealistic, altruistic and emotionally expressive.
In Why Him? Why Her?the author links her typology to other well-known concepts such as the humoral typology by Galen or the Myers-Briggs scale. What sets her model aside is the specific emphasis on mate selection. She claims that the above-mentioned traits do play a role in this regard-unlike some others who do not (most interestingly introversionextraversion, neuroticism and anxiety).
In Fisher's concept, everyone demonstrates a primary and secondary type. As for potential matches, the Director and Negotiator are complementary types, while Builders and Explorers tend to seek people similar to themselves. Explorers seek play mates, Builders seek help mates, Directors seek mind mates and Negotiators soul mates. However, the author does not reduce interpersonal attraction to the compatibility/antagonism of those types; she admits the role of other obvious or less-obvious factors such as physical attractiveness or proximity, and something called "love maps" which she defines as "unique constellations of interests, values, beliefs and behavioral idiosyncrasies you carry in your head". Love maps are supposedly subconscious and allow one to navigate through mate choice.
Although the style of the book often verges on that of popular literature, the author's erudition and data supporting the model, grant it academic credibility. Just as the abovementioned models by Sternberg or Lee this typology may end up being cited in the material traditionally covered in textbooks on psychology and relationships.
We may dispute the theoretical foundations of typologies as such; however, that discussion is beyond the scope of this review. Some of the generalizations found in Fisher's text, however, tend to be so broad that they raise many questions. For instance when defining the style of Builders, Fisher claims that Despite peer pressure, Builders generally aren't interested in casual sex. For them, psychologists report, sex is not playful recreation, as it is for Explorers, but a way to forget their problems, get physical comfort, and relax with a devoted partner. So Builders are the type most likely to "save" themselves for their wedding night (2009, 131) .
Although she backs her hypothesis by quoting a link between elevated serotonin levels (which is supposed to be typical for Builders) and inhibition in sexual desire, in sexual behavior there may be too many other factors to suggest that people of a certain type generally behave in this way.
The strength of the model lies in its extensive use. As a consequence of Helen Fisher's affiliation with a major dating site the number of people who completed her questionnaire amounted to 7 million. The instruments proved its reliability; in the American population the author reported Cronbach Alpha scores of 0.791; 0.793; 0.809 and 0.783 for Explorers, Builders, Directors and Negotiators respectively in a sample of 39,913. At the time she was writing the book the author was conducting tests in other populations (even using an international sample) including tests on hormone and neurotransmitter activity, which should add some additional credibility to the model. One major weakness of the sample in the book is that the people who took part in the studies were those who chose to visit the match-making website. In addition to sampling issues (the social group of online dating clients may differ greatly from the average population) this group may be strongly motivated to impress potential mates so they may deliberately choose to highlight what they consider to be desirable personality features. The answers (and by extension also the categories of Explorers, Builders, Directors and Negotiators) may only reflect social representations of gender roles within society. If we take it a step further, however, this need not necessarily serve to disprove Fisher's work. The author quotes an acquaintance on p. 156 as saying we do not marry a person, we marry lifestyles instead. If we accept that the well-documented biological symptoms of romantic love are only short-term in nature (as mentioned in the first part of this review), and distinguish love from reproduction and sexual desire, we may try to position the concept of love as a form of strategic alliance based on complementary and compatible lifestyles. So, two different concepts emerge: love as romantic involvement, and love as a choice regarding way of life. The latter need not necessarily be explicitly deliberated; it may function on a subconscious level or on the level of social rules/practices/influences.
If we extend this rationale, we may suggest that the answers people give when regarding the Director, Explorer, Builder and Negotiator scale give us ideas about their desirable lifestyles-so using this as the basis for a compatibility matching exercise does make perfect sense. What still remains questionable is the degree to which we may suggest some styles are complementary or compatible-especially considering the number of other factors that play a role in relationship dynamics. The author herself describes a functioning relationship between a male Director and a female Director although these types are supposed to be antagonistic.
In terms of the number of other factors that influence relationship dynamics, one of them may be the difference between demonstrated traits or lifestyles on the one hand and physical appearance on the other hand. The author for instance repeatedly suggests that typical Directors are tall, rugged and handsome (p. 182), and that they are attracted to slender, feminine types. This may, however, become complicated if one demonstrates qualities ascribed to a certain type but that person's physical appearance does not match the type (or its stereotypical representation). Or one's partner choices may clash with cultural and social stereotypes.
Despite all the criticism, this volume may prove to be immensely useful in counseling situations, in helping people to navigate through intriguing challenges of understanding mate choices or improving their relationships.
An artist once said, "All You Need is Love". The two volumes reviewed in this text give a clear indication that psychology researchers have no further excuse to ignore or side-step the concept of love. The time has come to study love in a much more confident manner when it comes to psychological research on sexuality and relationships. As some of the debates in this text suggest, we may need a more diverse vocabulary when describing the many facets of love.
